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Lessinger describes the concept of accountability, as applied to educa- , 
. tion, as the -Vine' qua ndn for edudation in the'l970's.\ President Nixon 
also endorsed this concept in his 1970 Educational Message. Definitions, 
have been offered by Lessinger,^ Lopez,^ Garvue.g Lieberman,^ and Bowers. ^ 

The increased awareness of this concept within the overall society and . 
Within the educational enterprise in aarticular has been brought to the edu- 
cator's front door as a result of the public's demand to hold schools (more 
specifically educators) accountable for the results (student achievement) with 
the money they spend.g Barro identified four "current thoughts and actions" 
which resulted from this public pressure; 

1) the new, federally stimulated emphasis on evalatidn of 
school systems and their programs; ^. 

2) The' growing tendency to look at educational enterprises 
in terms of cost-effectiveness; . 

3) . Increasing concentration on education for the disadvan- 

taged as a priority even for the schools; 

•4) Tlie mgvcmcnt to make school systems more directly respon- 
sive to their clientele and communities, either by estab- 
lishing decentralized community control or by introducing 
to sumer choice through a voucher system. ^ 

Throughout the educational piofcssion a debate tages over the definitions, 
. organizatidn structures, and the degree of reliability measurements used to 

* # 

gain accountabllitv. Yet, educators agree that some form of "accountability" 
is necessary if funding is going to be continued, at least, at the present f 
Jevel. Dacland argued that before educators, as a profession, can be held 
accountable, tlicy mu.st control acco«« to the field. Ihe eventual acceptance 
and lnstitutlon;ili:'.:Uioit of i-Cfountabllity dupeiul« on this. Lessinaer, how- 
over, took ls?.u.' vlth thi-'i vicvr." l!e tlcscriUed cducnLors as being "p'^t^i-'ly 
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prepared to argue the just claims of professionalism. . . (becau^^c) wo have 
resisted the . . . ultimate test -of professional competence: proof of results 
. ] .professionalism. . .goes hand in hand with accountability. . 

Most educators support the concept of accountability, yet, some have 
voiced opposition to the analogy which appears to be. inherent in the concept, 
that of "equating the educatioiial process with the type of engineering process 
that applies to industrial production, "j^^ maintained that the output 

of the educational process, the student, was nevet a finisl^ed product, ^ 
Whereas Lessingex developed an entire system and structure base^ on "educa- 
tional engineering." , ■ 

Educatlcoalaigtneering, as defined by Lessinger, refers to an interdisci- 
plinary field, whose goal is the 'operation of the education enterprise itT^ 
efficient and effective manner. This could be accomplished through the us^of 
itis tructional technology feocether with systems analysis, maaagCiment by ob- 
jectives, contract cnginGering, logistics^ quality assurance^ vdlue <:insi- .... 
neering, and human factor ene£T?t*ering, etc. 

Lessinger attciapted to justify the use of the engineering-indusitrial ^ 
principle in education by stating that, 

*\ . •while the teaching-learning environment differs from 
the votld of businc6;s and iitdustry, s^otua rationali^atioa ol: 
^ the t\v*o sub-^culturut5 may b^ beneficial. A major objective i 
r-of educational engineering my very x^ell be to arm educa- 
tional prnctitionej\^ with both the tcchnolojiical corapi;:tcnce 
of essential engineering gcnerali::ntiont: , ntrategicii , ^md 
tools and the ptofe^^Uonal practice of a successful itu^tructor 
or educitipnal nuinai:.er. Frt>m this point oC view, educational 
engineering can be a symbiotic art - a turriaye of humani^im 
and technology. "j^^ 

By it;^ vci^ nature, accountability depentU^ on n^nxiimim productivity 
and erfici^:*ncy, in both thr edufational aiul ccontutUc ^wn:tcr. within which 
the effect IvenosiJ of the educatnicmnl Jollar (iupstt) va^; identiric^d i\j a pel- 
mry iaciot In allaiiKnn i\v m;i>:lmiim :5t:m^M^t i.iiia-v.nr.ntt (ouipisl). 



(3); 

- Like tessinger's performance xontractins, cost-effcRtivfeiicss Is one procc-ss 

* - - - - 

for which accountability is the product, Lessinger focused on "results ob- 
talned for resources used.;'^^ UTiile Carvue.j^g^Sarro.j^^ Llcberman.^g apd 
Duncan^g focused on the effective use of resources, Barro alone made direct 
reference to cost-effectiveness by stjating that "the* erowing tendency [is] 
to look at educational enterprises in terms of cost-effectiv^eness."2o - / .. 
Deterline perceived or viewed accountability in education as eventually being 
"implemented on an efficient, cost-effectiveness basis. . •"•jl •» 

The end result of using cost-effectiveness, PPBS, systems analysis, and 
the like, is the accumulation of documettted data on actual levels of pro- 
ductivity, efficiency and effective use of resources (the e'ducational dollar). 

The literature describes several programs and/or organization str.uctures 
used to achieve accountability. LesSiiiger offered an "educational- engineering" 
program and structure. Dyer developed characteristics of an educational 
accounting system based on his "pupil-change model. "^^ Ihls theorj' Is based 
on the notion of a school as a social system that effects changes of various 
kinds in both the children who pass through it and in the* professional per- 
sonnel responsible for maintaining the school. The school as a social system 
becomes an educational system w!ien Its c6nstituents*-pupHs, teachers, princi- 
pal—work toward some clearly defined pupil performance objectives. /Sha theory 
identifies four groups of variables which must bo recognized and measured if . 
one is to develop acceptable criteria of staff aeeountability: ^ input, educa- 
tional process, surrounding conditions, and output. 

Tlie voucher system advocated by iLicberntan and Ba/ors cifiphaslzee consumer 
choice. Dy ittcrcasing con'^umcr choice in education, a mensute of competition 
amtntg jJchcoliS will be intvodticcd whlt-U presumably will lead to incruas^ed 
cf fecLivfMc'sitt. ' . 



Finally, Kaufman offered his Ed ucatio,i£il Process Model. '"Ihis^ model 
has been called. a 'System Approach' to Education, representing a closed-loop, 
self-correctine process for proceeding from identified needs to predictable 
outcomes." The model consists of six sequential steps: 

1) identify problem (based on documented need) ^ ^ 

* 2) determine solution requirements and solution altex-natives 
3) select strategies- and tools (from among the alternatives) 
'4) implement 

5) determine performance effectiveness ' , 

6) revise required22 

The concept of accountability has generated many currently unresolved 
philosophical and methodological .controversies. McComas* belief that "achieve- 
ment of the learner should be the focal point of analysis and evaluation"26 
sce.«s to characterize the essence of the literature on accountability. Tne 
major problem seems to be the identification of measurement tools that pirovide 
the necessary "consistency of findings, validity and replication. ^^arro 
encouraged the me of multiple regression ^analysis, with "results-oriented , 
data and reason-oriented dat:a"28 which would identify and assign a value tb 
effectiveness indicators. Yet. Lopez maintained that laea^urement devalopmeut 
thus far, has not met even minimum standards of reliability and relevancy .^9 
In light of the above iihjiitioued problems, Catallojizi^g and Wlldavsky^j^ 
believed that only obsorvablu.and measurcablc phenomenon should be tested by 
uainy stnitdardi^ed tests and significant norm.; rcapectively . (This is fine, 
"if om aa->uti.e.s thatCoTl hur.w o-pc»riencc is open to such n-x-avjurcmcnt). 

In closing. acCountnblUty has potctntiaV u«es that have been implied 
l,t ttu';. iMiH-.i and t^orm of vhi.'h were identified by l)ur«titta .".nd B.irro. 
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"Comparisons among Lhc measures for various parts of the system 
. . .Projections into the future. . .' Allocation of resources. 
Management control. . .and Policy level decisions to name a few." 

[Durstine] 

"Identification of effective schools. . .Personnel assicnment 
and selection. . .Personnel incentives and compensation; . . ^ 
In.proved resource allocation. . .and Program evaluation an4 research. ^3 

[Barro] 

0*te should mention that there have been attempts to establish account- 
ability systems. The Florida^^ and the Texarkana studies dramatically reveal 
the complexity of problems with which accountability is faced, and which it will 
.continue to face until such time as the philosophical and methodological p rob- . 
lems are rescflved. • . 
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